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REMARKS 
35 U.S.C. § 103. Claim Rejections. 

3-18. Claims 1-4, 7-15, 18-26, and 29-46 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. §1 03(a) 
5 as being unpatentable over Bhat et al. (U.S. Pub. No. 20050240763)(hereinafter 
Bhat) in view of Bhatnagar et al. (U. S. Pub. No. 2005002 1 964)(hereinafter 
Bhat2). 

Applicant disagrees that Claims 1,11 and 23 are unpatentable over Bhat in view 
10 ofBhat2. 

Regarding Claim 1, the Office Action states that "Bhat discloses a system, 
comprising: 

at least one first identity comprising any of a user, user agent and a 
15 principal (Bhat: [0063]-[0064]: user ID and password); 

an authentication agency (Bhat: [0065]: authentication service module); 
means for sending a login request from the first identity to the 
authentication agency (Bhat: [0063]-[0064]; 

means for receiving an assertion at the first entity from the authentication 
20 agency in response to the log in request (Bhat [0066]: receive the login token); 

means for authenticating the first entity at a participant with the received 
assertion (Bhat: [0050]; the URL access service); 

means for sending a request for service on behalf of the first identity from 
a second identity comprising any of the participant and a service consumer 
25 associated with the participant to any of the authentication agency and a 
discovery service associated with the authentication agency, using the assertion 
(Bhat: [0031]: the URL access service determines access is authorized). 

The Office Action concedes that "Bhat does not explicitly disclose means for 
30 sending and authorization from the authentication agency to the second entity for 
the requested service in response to the sent request if the first entity is enabled 
for the requested service." 
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However, the Office Action also states that "Bhat2 discloses a client receives a 
authentication assertion reference from an issuing party and the relying party 
later uses the assertion reference to obtain authorization from the issuing party 
5 (Bhat2: [001 5]-[001 7] and claim 2). 

Applicant submits that the earliest effective priority date of Bhatnagar et al. (U. S. 
Pub. No. 20050021 964)(Bhat2) is July 25, 2003. 

10 Applicant filed a Declaration of Prior Invention Pursuant to 37 CFR 1.131 on 18 
October 2006, to overcome Bhatnagar et al. (U. S. Pub. No. 20050021964), in 
which the conception of the Claims 1, 11, 23 and 33, as presently presented, 
occurred prior to the earliest effective priority date of Bhat2, and was coupled 
with due diligence from prior to said reference date to the filing of the present 

15 application. 

In the Advisory Action of 07 November 2006, the Examiner stated that "no 
sufficient evidence is presented in the declaration to overcome the Bhat2 
reference". 

20 

Applicant has included copies of the Declaration of Prior Invention Pursuant to 
37 CFR 1.131, as well as full copies of each of the associated Exhibits. 
Applicant submits that support of conception of Claims 1, 11, 23 and 33, as 
presently presented, occurred prior to the earliest effective priority date of Bhat2, 

25 as seen in the Exhibits submitted herein, at least in Exhibit A, Item 2 (Application 
Draft); Exhibit A, Item 3 (Drawings Draft); Exhibit E, Item 2 (Application Draft); 
Exhibit E, Item 3 (Drawings Draft); Exhibit F, Item 3 (Application Draft); Exhibit F, 
Item 4 (Drawings Draft); and Exhibit H, Item 2. For example, please refer at 
least to Figures 1-6, 9 and 11-16 in Exhibit A, Item 3; Exhibit E, Item 3; and 

30 Exhibit F, Item 4, and text associated with Figures 1-6, 9 and 1 1-16 in Exhibit A, 
Item 2, Exhibit E, Item 2; Exhibit F; Item 3; and Exhibit H, Item 2. 
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Applicant therefore submits that a rejection of Claims 1-4, 7-15, 18-26, and 29- 
46 under 35 U.S.C. §1 03(a) as being unpatentable over Bhat et al. (U.S. Pub. 
No. 20050240763) in view of Bhatnagar et al. (U. S. Pub. No. 20050021964) is 
improper. 

5 

20-23. Claims 5, 6, 16, 17, 27 and 28 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. §103 (a) as 
being unpatentable over Bhat in view of Bhat2 and further in view of Rozmus et 
al. (U. S. Pub. No. 20040267870)(hereinafter Rozmus). 

10 As discussed above, the earliest effective priority date of Bhatnagar et al. (U. S. 
Pub. No. 20050021 964)(Bhat2) is July 25, 2003. As well, the earliest effective 
priority date of Rozmus et al. (U. S. Pub. No. 20040267870)(Rozmus) is June 
26, 2003. 

15 Applicant filed a Declaration of Prior Invention Pursuant to 37 CFR 1.131 on 18 
October 2006, to overcome Bhatnagar et al. (U. S. Pub. No. 20050021964) 
(Bhat2) and Rozmus et al. (U. S. Pub. No. 20040267870)(Rozmus), in which the 
conception of the Claims 1, 11, 23 and 33, as presently presented, occurred 
prior to the earliest effective priority dates of both Bhat2 and Rozmus, and was 

20 coupled with due diligence from prior to said reference dates to the filing of the 
. present application. 

As noted above, in the Advisory Action of 07 November 2006, the Examiner 
stated that "no sufficient evidence is presented in the declaration to overcome 
25 the Bhat2 reference". 

As discussed above Applicant has presently included copies of the Declaration 
of Prior Invention Pursuant to 37 CFR 1.131, as well as full copies of each of the 
associated Exhibits. Applicant submits that support of conception of Claims 1 , 
30 1 1 and 23, as presently presented, occurred prior to the earliest effective priority 
dates of both Bhat2 and Rozmus, as seen in the Exhibits submitted herein, at 
least in Exhibit A, Item 2 (Application Draft); Exhibit A, Item 3 (Drawings Draft); 
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Exhibit E, Item 2 (Application Draft); Exhibit E, Item 3 (Drawings Draft); Exhibit F, 
Item 3 (Application Draft); and Exhibit F, Item 4 (Drawings Draft. For example, 
please refer at least to Figures 1-6, 9 and 11-16 in Exhibit A, Item 3; Exhibit E, 
Item 3; and Exhibit F, Item 4, and text associated with Figures 1-6, 9 and 11-16 
5 in Exhibit A, Item 2, Exhibit E, Item 2; and Exhibit F; Item 3. 

Applicant therefore submits that a rejection of Claims 1,11 and 23 under 35 
U.S.C. §1 03(a) as being unpatentable over Bhat in view of Bhat2 and further in 
view of Rozmus et al. (U. S. Pub. No. 20040267870) is improper. As Claims 5 
10 and 6 depend from Claim 1 , as Claims 16 and 17 depend from Claim 1 1 , and as 
Claims 27 and 28 depend from Claim 23, and inherently contain all the 
limitations of the claims they depend from, the rejection of Claims 5, 6, 16, 17, 27 
and 28 under 35 U.S.C. §103 (a) is seen to be improper as well. 



6 



Application No. 10/678,910 



CONCLUSION 



Applicant respectfully submits that Claims 1, 11, 23 and 33, as previously 
5 presented, and dependent claims 2-10, 12-22 and 24-32, and 34-46 overcome 
the rejections set forth in the Office Action. Applicant also submits that response 
. does not introduce new matter into the Application. Based on the foregoing, 
Applicant considers the invention to be in condition for allowance. Applicant 
earnestly solicits the Examiner's withdrawal of the rejections set forth in the prior 
10 Office Action, such that a Notice of Allowance is forwarded to Applicant, and the 
present application is therefore allowed to issue as a United States Patent. 



Respectfully Submitted, 
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Jeffrey Brill 
Reg. No. 51,198 



20 Customer No. 22862 



